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Multi-Switch Hosting / GR303 Interface:

1. a)  Provide a detailed diagram of the desired configuration.  This should include: the MCI
switch (and MCI switch types), DSX facilities at the MCI switch location, the BA switch, the
facilities between the MCI switch location and the BA switch location, the termination
arrangements of facilities between the MCI switch location and BA switch location, Mux’s and
Fiber Optic Terminals, BA DLC COT, BA fiber distribution panel(s), BA DSX and/or DCS, BA
DLC RT, and facilities between the DLC COT and RT.
b) For each equipment/facility please indicate if this is owned by MCI, or BA.

We really need you to answer this question (especially the diagram) for us to understand how
you’re envisioning this arrangement.  Please include the type(s) of switches that will be used
and the software release (or higher) the switches would be on.  It’s important for us to know
which physical components would be owned by BA, and which physical components would be
owned by the CLEC.

2. Provide diagrams of the BA DLC COT and RT common control shelves and channel bank
assemblies indicating connections and hardware for: MCI surveillance, testing, and alarms – and
for BA surveillance, testing and alarms.

At this point we don’t need detailed wiring diagrams. However, can you describe the main
components of BA’s DLC COT and RT that would need to be accessed for surveillance,
testing, and alarms?  Please identify the “access port” hardware that exists, or that vendors
would need to develop.  If it makes it easier, assume/identify a particular DLC vendor that
would be used.

3. Will MCI collocate at BA’s wire centers to connect to and transport DS1’s back to MCI’s
switch location?  If not, what services from which service provider(s) does MCI propose to use
to connect to and transport DS1’s back to MCI’s switch location?

COLLOCATION AT BA-NY's WIRE CETNER IS NOT NECESSARY, ALTHOUGH CLECS
MAY USE COLLOCATION AT ITS OPTION.  IF COLLOCATION IS NOT USED, CLECS
WILL LEASE DEDICATED TRANSPORT FROM BA-NY.

Bell Atlantic feels that at this juncture attempting to add the element of GR-303
“combinations,” including BA UNE transport, to a possible multi-switch hosting/GR-303
arrangement will add substantial complexity to this request.  This is particularly true in the
areas of: testing, alarms, ordering, and trouble isolation.  Holding our different regulatory
positions on collocation aside in order to move forward with the evaluation/analysis, can we
assume that a CLEC will collocate hardware in a BA CO to accept the DS1’s, and transport
these DS1’s back to the CLEC switch?

4. Relating to the components in #1, which facilities, equipment, and software items does MCI
propose will be inventoried (for provisioning and assignment purposes) by MCI; and which will
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be inventoried by BA.  If MCI proposes that BA inventories equipment/software items owned
by MCI, what information will MCI provide to BA?    Has MCI obtained Telcordia OSMINE
approval for MCI’s different switch types?

CLECS WOULD INVENTORY ALL EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES THAT ARE PROVIDED
AS PART OF THE CLEC NETWORK. WE EXPECT THAT BA-NY WILL INVENTORY ALL
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES THAT ARE PROVIDED BY BA-NY.

The term “CLEC network” could include physical items owned by the CLEC, as well as
unbundled equipment provided by BA.  Do you mean you will inventory all CLEC-owned
equipment and BA will inventory all BA-owned equipment?

Please answer the CLEC Switch/OSMINE question.   (We need this information to identify
interoperability issues relating to specific potential CLEC switching systems and Operations
Support Systems).

5.  Please describe MCI’s OSSs that would be used in the multi-switch hosting arrangement for
provisioning, surveillance, testing, and alarms.  (E.g. name of the OSS, overall functionality of
the OSS, how the OSS would be specifically used by MCI and/or BA in this shared GR303
arrangement).

PLEASE CLARIFY WHAT IS MEANT BY TYPE OF OSS.

In the multi-switch hosting arrangement, one or more CLEC Operations Support Systems
(OSS) may be used for the functions of provisioning, surveillance, testing, and alarms.   Can
you provide the name of each system(s), the vendor(s) of the system (e.g. Lucent, Alcatel,
Telcordia, CLEC internally developed), describe the overall functionality of the system(s), and
how it would be used by the CLEC and/or BA in this shared GR-303 arrangement?

Some DLC/GR-303 vendors are beginning to offer unique Operations Support System
capabilities with their products.   However, OSS offerings from different vendors don’t always
work together (interoperability).  Assuming BA and a number of CLECs deploy these varying
systems, do you have any ideas on how these systems could be interoperable?

6. For the following troubles/fault locations:  MCI switch hardware, MCI switch software,
transport facilities between MCI switch location and BA switch location, DS1’s (allocated to
MCI) between the DLC COT and RT (hardware trouble), DS1’s (allocated to MCI) between the
DLC COT and RT (software trouble), BA loop from DLC RT to NID (trouble identified by end
user), BA loop from DLC RT to NID (trouble identified by alarm)  - - - please describe what
MCI proposes for:

- Which company notices the trouble
- How does that company notice the trouble
- What testing will each company perform (in what sequence)
- What test systems and databases will each company access
- How will the trouble be resolved (closed out)
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THE CLEC WOULD RECEIVE ALARMS AND TROUBLE INDICATIONS ASSOCIATED
WITH THE GR303 INTERFACE GROUP DEDICATED TO THAT CLEC. THE CLEC WILL BE
RESPONSIBLE TO SECTIONALIZE THESE FAULTS. ANY FAULTS PROVING INTO BA-
NY’s NETWORK (BEOND THE POT FRAME) WOULD BE REFERED TO BA-NY FOR
RESOLUTION. IN ADD ITION, THE CLEC WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR RECEIVING
AND SECTIONALLIZING ALL CUSTOMER REPORTS. BA-NY WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE
TO RECEIVE ALARMS AND TROUBLE INDICATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE GR303
INTERFACE GROUP DEDICATED TO BA-NY. IN ADDITION BA-NY WOULD BE
RESPONSIBLE TO RECEIVE AND PROACTIVELY RESPOND TO ALL ALARMS AND
TROUBLE INDICATIONS ON FACILITY AND HARDWARE  THAT ARE PART OF THEIR
NETWORK.

You can provide additional details later, but for now could you say what test systems and
databases (inventory records) BA and the CLECs would access?

7.  Describe the process steps proposed for an existing BA POTS end user to become an MCI
POTS end user?   Does MCI propose a transfer of existing end users using a conversion process,
or does MCI propose the provisioning of new parallel facilities?  Please describe the OSS’s
involved from each company, and timing/coordination requirements for the different work steps.

ASSUMING THAT A CLEC GR303 INTERFACE GROUP HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED, BA-NY
WOULD MAP THE EXISTING BA-NY POTS END USER TO THE CLEC’s GR303
INTERFACE GROUP. EXISTING UNBUNDLED LOOP PROCESSES OF PRE-
TRANSLATIONS IN CLEC’s SWITCH AND LNP PROCESSES CAN ACCOMMODATE THE
CONVERSION.

Does your response envision a hot-cut (transfer of working service reusing existing facilities)?
Existing hot-cut processes don’t exactly fit.  Today with individual analog UNE loop hot-cuts
BA checks for CLEC dial-tone and telephone number (prior to cutover) at BA’s MDF.  For
the Multi-switch hosting/GR-303 arrangement - how do you propose BA would check in
advance that CLEC switch translations are complete/correct - - before proceeding with
cutover?   How will CLECs build translations in their GR-303 interface group to the DLC
COT, while the end user is still working in BA’s switch through the DLC COT?

8. Please describe how MCI will do traffic engineering for MCI’s portion of the shared GR303
DLC?   Please describe the anticipated process for MCI to request additional DS1’s between the
DLC COT and RT?, and between the DLC COT and MCI’s switch?

THE CLEC WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL TRAFFIC ENGINEERING ON THE GR303
INTERFACE GROUP DEDICATED TO THE CLEC. EXISTING INDUSTRY PROCESSES
SUCH AS THE ASR CAN BE UTILIZED TO AUGMENT THE DS-1S.

BA understands the CLECs will do all traffic engineering for the GR-303 VIGs dedicated to
them.   Will the CLECs obtain all needed usage data from their own switches; or is there any
end user, or system, usage data that you will need from BA (from BA’s DLC system)?   If data
is needed from BA, please identify/list specifically what.
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9. If additional GR303 interface groups are not available at a specific location, would MCI propose
that a new GR303 system be built in order to accommodate re-assignment of the unbundled loop
- to transfer the end user to MCI using a GR303 interface?

IF ADDITIONAL GR303 INTERFACE GROUPS ARE NOT AVAILABLE AT SPECIFIC
LOCATIONS, THE CLEC AND BA-NY WOULD NEED TO WORK TOGETHER
COOPERATIVELY TO DETERMINE THE CAUSE OF SUCH UNAVAILABILITY AND
EXPLORE POTENTIAL REMEDIES.  WITHOUT MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE
SPECIFIC CAUSE OF THE LACK OF AVAILABILITY, IT IS SIMPLY IMPOSSIBLE TO
SPECULATE ON POTENTIAL REMEDIATION.  THE CLECS WOULD EXPECT BA-NY TO
PROVIDE INFORMATION SUFFICIENT FOR CLECS TO UNDERSTAND THE ROOT
CAUSE OF THE ISSUE.

What we were getting at in this question is that different vendors/manufacturers have
limitations on the number and/or size of virtual interface groups available in a DLC system.
So, there are finite limits in existing systems.  Can you answer the question relative to this?

In addition, BA-NY will be primarily deploying DLC systems with GR-303 interfaces where
additional capacity is needed for both loop and switch growth.   So, for sometime, there won’t
be much of it in our network.   In locations where DLC with GR-303 interfaces is not
deployed, BA assumes the CLECs will continue to obtain individual analog voice-grade
unbundled loops as is done today.   Do you disagree?   If you disagree, please describe the
approach/process that you envision.

10. Please describe the process/steps proposed for an MCI end user (served via the shared GR303
DLC) to become an end user of another CLEC (via a shared GR303 DLC).  Include the different
disconnect actions proposed to be performed by MCI employees, by BA employees, and by the
new CLEC’s employees?

THE LOOP WOULD BE DISCONNECTED FORM THE CLEC #1.  THE LOOP WOULD THEN
BE CONNECTED TO THE OTHER CLEC (CLEC #2) ACCORDING TO WHATEVER
INTRERCONNECTION/LOOP ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS CLEC #2  HAS ESTABLISHED
WITH BA-NY.  OBVIOUSLY, CLEC #2 WOULD HAVE THE SAME OPPORTUNITYE AS
CLEC #1 TO ESTABLISH SUITALBE IDLC INTERFACE ARRANGEMENTS.
ADDITIONALLY, ATIS'S OBF (ORDERING AND BILLING FORUM) HAS ADDRESSED
THE ISSUE OF END USERS CHANGING BETWEEN CLEC PROVIDERS.

The OBF only deals with Ordering and Billing.  The complicated pieces of the situation
described in the question are the provisioning and the actual cutover (translations in the two
CLEC switches and mapping in BA’s DLC system).   For the move of an end user from CLEC
#1 to CLEC #2 (where both CLECs would be using the shared GR-303 DLC) BA currently
thinks the process may work better if translations in the two CLEC switches and mapping in
the DLC system) were performed by the CLECs.  Do you agree?   If not, how should this
work?   Is each participating CLEC committed to allow another CLEC to perform disconnect
translations in your switch?
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11. Does MCI propose obtaining access to BA DLC systems operating with GR303 interfaces from
all potential DLC vendors BA may use – or just specific vendors?

CLECS ARE WILLING TO TEST GR303 INTERFACES WITH ALL DLC VENDORS
CURRECTLY IN USE OR ACTIVELY BEING CONCIDERED FOR USE BY BA-NY IN THE
MARKET AREAS WHERE THE CLEC IS LEASING UNBUNDLED LOOPS.

BA understands your answer to mean that BA should evaluate the Multi-switch hosting/GR-
303 arrangement looking at all BA’s DLC (GR-303) vendors.  Is this right?

12. How/when does MCI propose notifying BA of new switch releases and software patches that
are deployed in MCI switches that may effect interoperability of MCI’s switch, MCI’s and BA’s
OSS’s, and BA’s DLC systems?

No answer provided to this question.  Can you give it a shot?

13. Does MCI propose to deploy/order access (in advance of individual end user service orders) to
all existing DLC systems (operating with a GR303 interface) in a specific BA wire center?  If
not does MCI propose to deploy/order access (in advance of individual end user service orders)
to selected DLC systems?

WHETHER THE CLEC ESTABLISHES AN INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENT WITH
EVERY BA-NY DLC SYSTEM IS A QUESTION WHOSE ANSWER RELIES UPON A
NUMBER OF FACTORS, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE TYPES (AND
PERCENTAGE) OF LOOP PLANT THAT BA-NY HAS DEPLOYED FROM ANY
PARTICULAR CENTRAL OFFICE AND THE CLEC'S OWN NETWORK BUILD-OUT
PLANS.  AS SUCH, IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO ANSWER THIS QUESTION WITH A NY
SPECIFICITY AT THIS TIME.

We understand this is a difficult question to answer, however, the direction has a big impact
on development of processes and systems.  BA believes selective CLEC access to some (not all)
DLC systems (operating with a GR-303 interface) in a wire center adds a tremendous amount
of complexity.   Do you agree to proceed based on the CLEC accessing all DLC/GR-303
systems in a wire center?   (The CLEC would still be able to decide to deploy this
arrangement in a particular BA wire center or not; and if not, would still have access to
individual analog UNE loops in that wire center as is done today.)

14. Please describe how MCI proposes to order (process a service request) for an additional end
user line in a shared GR303 DLC arrangement?   What CFA (Connecting Facility Assignment)
information would MCI expect to give to BA (relates to Question #4)?

DETAILED PROCESSES WILL NEED TO BE ADDRESSED BY BA-NY AND THE CLECS.
SINCE IN A GR303 ENVIRONMENT AN ENDUSER’S LINE IS MAPPED TO A GR303
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INTERFACE GROUP, OUR ASSUMPTION IS THAT THE CFA INFORMATION WILL
CONSIST OF THE GR303 INTERFACE GROUP.

In this question, we’re trying to begin to address the first high level layer of details of this
process (ordering), which in turn impacts/drives provisioning/assignment processes. Can you
please provide any possible details?  (BA knows the CLEC will expect the end user to be
assigned to the CLEC's interface group.)

Digital Cross Connect System (DCS) / DS1 Handoff (DCS):

1. a)  Provide a detailed diagram of the desired configuration.  This should include: the MCI
switch (and MCI switch types), DSX facilities at the MCI switch location, the BA switch, the
facilities between the MCI switch location and the BA switch location, the termination
arrangements of facilities between the MCI switch location and BA switch location, Mux’s and
Fiber Optic Terminals, BA DLC COT, BA fiber distribution panel(s), BA DSX and BA DCS,
BA DLC COT and RT.
b) For each equipment/facility please indicate if this is owned by MCI, or BA.

We really need you to answer this question (especially the diagram) for us to understand how
you’re envisioning this arrangement.  Please include type(s) of switches that will be used and
the software release (or higher) the switches would be on.  It’s important for us to know which
physical components would be owned by BA, and which physical components would be owned
by the CLECs.

2. Does MCI want access to all UDLC and IDLC systems – or just IDLC?
IDLCs ONLY. UDLC SYSTEMS ARE NOT THE ISSUE.

3. Does MCI want access to the following types of  BA DLC:  Litespan, SLC-96, SLC Series 5,
Nortel Access Node, Nortel DMS-Urban, Other?

CLECS REQUIRE ACCESS TO ALL DLC VENDORS CURRECTLY IN USE OR ACTIVELY
BEING CONCIDERED FOR USE BY BA-NY IN THE MARKET AREAS WHERE CLECS ARE
LEASING UNBUNDLED LOOPS.

BA-NY has all the DLC systems listed in the question in use.   We will proceed considering
access is needed to all these.  Please let us know if this is not what you want.

4. Will MCI collocate at BA’s wire centers to connect to and transport DS1’s back to MCI’s
switch location?  If not, what services from which service provider(s) does MCI propose to use
to connect to and transport DS1’s back to MCI’s switch location?

COLLOCATION AT BA-NY's WIRE CETNER IS NOT NECESSARY, ALTHOUGH CLECS
MAY USE COLLOCATION AT ITS OPTION.  IF COLLOCATION IS NOT USED, CLECS
WILL LEASE DEDICATED TRANSPORT FROM BA-NY.
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Bell Atlantic feels that at this juncture attempting to add the element of DCS/DS1 hand-off
“combinations,” including BA UNE transport, to a possible DCS/DS1 hand-off arrangement
will add substantial complexity to this request. This is particularly true in the areas of: testing,
alarms, ordering, and trouble isolation.  Regulatory positions on collocation aside, in order to
move forward with the evaluation/analysis, can we assume that a CLEC will collocate
hardware in a BA CO to accept the DS1’s, and transport these DS1’s back to the CLEC
switch?

5. Relating to the components in #1, which facilities, equipment, and software items does MCI
propose will be inventoried (for provisioning and assignment purposes) by MCI; and which will
be inventoried by BA.  If MCI proposes that BA inventories equipment/software items owned
by MCI, what information will MCI provide to BA? Has MCI obtained Telcordia OSMINE
approval for MCI’s different switch types?

CLECS WOULD INVENTORY ALL EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES THAT ARE PROVIDED
AS PART OF THE CLEC NETWORK. WE EXPECT THAT BA-NY WILL INVENTORY ALL
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES THAT ARE PROVIDED BY BA-NY.

The term “CLEC network” could include physical items owned by the CLEC, as well as
unbundled equipment provided by BA.  Do you mean you will inventory all CLEC-owned
equipment and BA will inventory all BA-owned equipment?

6. All BA circuits terminated on DCSs are currently provisioned and assigned as “special
services”. As part of the DCS arrangement, does MCI propose that Bell Atlantic will re-design
existing DLC systems (to terminate on DCSs) in a similar manner as “specials”?

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT BA-NY MEANS BY "RE-DESIGNING" EXITSTING DLC
SYSTEMS.

Today BA-NY’s DLC systems are not terminated on DS1/DS0 Digital Cross Connect
machines.  BA-NY has different processes and systems for provisioning and maintaining
POTS services and Special Services.   BA-NY’s DS1/DS0 DCS’s are inventoried by systems
used for Special Services and Interoffice facilities (that the DLC systems would need to be
built into).

We think the answer to this question has to be YES, but we weren’t sure if there was
something different that you were thinking of.  Do you see this arrangement working
differently?

7. Please describe MCI’s OSSs that would be used in the DCS arrangement for provisioning,
surveillance, testing, and alarms.  (E.g. name of the OSS, overall functionality of the OSS,
how the OSS would be specifically used by MCI and/or BA in the DCS arrangement)?
Would MCI propose accessing BA’s DCS for any of these functions?  If yes, please
describe?
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Answers to this question have a significant impact on Systems and processes, particularly the
issue of CLECs accessing BA’s DCS for provisioning, surveillance, testing, and alarms.   Can
you please try to answer this?

8. For the following troubles/fault locations:  MCI switch hardware, MCI switch software,
transport facilities between MCI switch location and BA switch location, BA DCS, BA loop
from DLC RT to NID (trouble identified by end user), BA loop from DLC RT to NID (trouble
identified by alarm)  - - - please describe what MCI proposes for:

- Which company notices the trouble
- How does that company notice the trouble
- What testing will each company perform (in what sequence)
- What test systems and databases will each company access
- How will the trouble be resolved (closed out)

THE CLEC WOULD RECEIVE ALARMS AND TROUBLE INDICATIONS ASSOCIATED
WITH DS1’S DEDICATED TO THAT CLEC. THE CLEC WILL BE RESPONSIBLE TO
SECTIONALIZE THESE FAULTS. ANY FAULTS PROVING INTO BA-NY’s NETWORK
(BEOND THE POT FRAME) WOULD BE REFERED TO BA-NY FOR RESOLUTION. IN
ADDITION, THE CLEC WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR RECEIVING AND
SECTIONALLIZING ALL CUSTOMER REPORTS. BA-NY WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE TO
RECEIVE AND PROACTIVELY RESPOND TO ALL ALARMS AND TROUBLE
INDICATIONS ON FACILITY AND HARDWARE THAT ARE PART OF THEIR NETWORK.

You can provide additional details later, but for now could you say what test systems and
databases (inventory records) BA and the CLECs would access?   Would CLECs test up to
BA’s DCS or through BA’s DCS and beyond (what type of tests?)?   If beyond, how far?   All
the way to the end user?

9. Describe the process steps proposed for an existing BA POTS end user to become an MCI
POTS end user?   Does MCI want to transfer existing end users using a conversion process, or
does MCI propose the provisioning of new parallel facilities?  Please describe the OSS’s
involved from each company, and timing/coordination requirements for the different work steps.

Please try to answer this question.  It’s important.   Existing analog UNE loop hot-cut
processes don’t fit.  Today, with individual analog UNE loop hot-cuts BA checks for CLEC
dial-tone and telephone number (prior to cutover) at BA’s MDF.  We can’t figure out how to
do anything analogous for this arrangement.    This leaves us with an approach of throwing
the end user and hoping for the best.  Do you agree?  Or do you see something different?   If
you agree, then this would probably be reflected in the type/extent of test capabilities you’d
identify in the answers we’re asking you for in questions #7 and  #8.   It seems to us that
without appropriate OSS capabilities for both parties we’ll be cutting end users over into
digital oblivion  (e.g., if either party errs, after making the cut, it will be really hard to figure
out the digital channel mappings the end user was cut to.)
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10. Recabling existing BA DLC systems (that do not currently go through a DCS) in a central office
to a DCS is an “out-of-service” condition.  Does MCI disagree?   Or does MCI know a better
way to do this?

BA Comment: Only approach we can think of is “out-of-service” recabling and cutover.

11. Please describe the process/steps proposed for an MCI end user (served via the DCS
arrangement) to become an end user of another CLEC (via the DCS arrangement).  Include the
different disconnect actions proposed to be performed by MCI employees, by BA employees,
and by the new CLEC’s employees?

THE LOOP WOULD BE DISCONNECTED FORM THE CLEC #1.  THE LOOP WOULD THEN
BE CONNECTED TO THE OTHER CLEC (CLEC #2) ACCORDING TO WHATEVER
INTRERCONNECTION/LOOP ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS CLEC #2  HAS ESTABLISHED
WITH BA-NY.  OBVIOUSLY, CLEC #2 WOULD HAVE THE SAME OPPORTUNITYE AS
CLEC #1 TO ESTABLISH SUITALBE IDLC INTERFACE ARRANGEMENTS.
ADDITIONALLY, ATIS'S OBF (ORDERING AND BILLING FORUM) HAS ADDRESSED
THE ISSUE OF END USERS CHANGING BETWEEN CLEC PROVIDERS.

The OBF only deals with Ordering and Billing. The complicated pieces of the situation
described in the question are provisioning and the actual cutover.  The situation specifically
described in the question is where both CLEC#1 and CLEC#2 would be using the DCS/DS1
hand-off arrangement.

(This question can probably be answered more easily after addressing question #9.)

12. How/when does MCI propose notifying BA of new switch releases and software patches that
are deployed in MCI switches that may affect interoperability of MCI’s switch, MCI’s and BA’s
OSS’s, and BA’s DCS systems?

No answer provided to this question.  Can you give it a shot?

13. Does MCI propose to deploy/order access (in advance of individual end user service orders) to
all existing DLC systems in a specific BA wire center?  If not does MCI propose to deploy/order
access (in advance of individual end user service orders) to selected DLC systems?

WHETHER THE CLEC ESTABLISHES AN INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENT WITH
EVERY BA-NY DLC SYSTEM IS A QUESTION WHOSE ANSWER RELIES UPON A
NUMBER OF FACTORS, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE TYPES (AND
PERCENTAGE) OF LOOP PLANT THAT BA-NY HAS DEPLOYED FROM ANY
PARTICULAR CENTRAL OFFICE AND THE CLEC'S OWN NETWORK BUILD-OUT
PLANS.  AS SUCH, IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO ANSWER THIS QUESTION WITH A NY
SPECIFICITY AT THIS TIME.
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We understand this is a difficult question to answer, however, the direction has a big impact
on development of processes and systems.  BA believes selective CLEC access to some (not all)
IDLC systems (using the DCS/DS1 hand-off arrangement) in a wire center from a practical
operational perspective  adds a tremendous amount of complexity.   Do you agree to proceed
based on the CLEC accessing all IDLC systems in a wire center?   (The CLEC would still be
able to decide to deploy this arrangement in a particular BA wire center, or not; and if not,
would still have access to individual analog UNE loops in that wire center as is done today.)

14.  In those offices without existing 1/0 DCS’s (or without existing capacity for expansion), does
MCI propose that Bell Atlantic establish new 1/0 DCS’s for the purpose of unbundling?  Does
MCI propose that BA should pre-position this equipment in all offices with existing DLC
systems?

IF ADDITIONAL GR303 INTERFACE GROUPS ARE NOT AVAILABLE AT SPECIFIC
LOCATIONS, THE CLEC AND BA-NY WOULD NEED TO WORK TOGETHER
COOPERATIVELY TO DETERMINE THE CAUSE OF SUCH UNAVAILABILITY AND
EXPLORE POTENTIAL REMEDIES.  WITHOUT MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE
SPECIFIC CAUSE OF THE LACK OF AVAILABILITY, IT IS SIMPLY IMPOSSIBLE TO
SPECULATE ON POTENTIAL REMEDIATION.  THE CLECS WOULD EXPECT BA-NY TO
PROVIDE INFORMATION SUFFICIENT FOR CLECS TO UNDERSTAND THE ROOT
CAUSE OF THE ISSUE.

Looks like the response to this question was cut and pasted by mistake from the responses to
the Multi-switch Hosting/GR-303 interface questions.   In this case the cause of the
unavailability is that we don't have a DS1/DS0 DCS in the specific wire center (and don’t plan
to have one).   The remedy is that we would need to buy and install a new one.  Can you
answer the question now?

15. Please describe how MCI proposes to order (process a service request) for an additional end
user line in a DCS/DLC arrangement?   What CFA (Connecting Facility Assignment)
information would MCI expect to give to BA (relates to Question #5)?

THE INDUSTRY STANDARD NAMING CONVENTION MUST BE FOLLOWED FOR DS1s
DEDICATED TO AND TERMINATING AT THE CLEC's POT FRAME. THIS NAMING
CONVENTION WOULD BE THE BASIS OF THE CFA PROVIDED WITH A REQUEST FOR
SERVICE.

DS1s shouldn’t be the big problem.  The individual (DS0) end users riding the DS1s need
some thought/work.  BA was assuming you were looking to cutover individual end users one
at a time via service orders (LSRs).  Is this correct?  If yes, what specific CFA information
would be provided assuming your DS1s terminate on a BA-NY DCS?  Or are you looking to
cutover end users to a DS1 in simultaneous blocks of 24 – with a big bang?


